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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Spotlight on Conservation workshop
series is based on the premise that the best
way to develop a statewide conservation
strategy is to engage with the varied
communities throughout our state to
understand the unique natural and working
landscapes in each bioregion. The California
Legacy Project completed nine bioregional
workshops across the State in 2002 — 2003.
These workshops provide a better
understanding of the resources highly valued
in the region and the strategies for
conservation investment that best fit each
region.

The San Joaquin Valley Spotlight on
Conservation workshop, held in Fresno on
March 12 - 13, 2003, was the sixth in the
series of nine bioregional workshops.

As shown on the maps below, this region
included portions of Sacramento, Amador,
Calaveras, San Joaquin, Contra Costa,
Alameda, Stanislaus, Merced, Madera,
Fresno, San Benito, Kings, Tulare, Kern and
San Luis Obispo Counties.

The contents of this report cover:

1. Legacy goals, workshop results, and
follow-up actions,

2. A general summary of workshop
highlights and events,

3. Detailed transcriptions, maps, and
preliminary analysis resulting from the
workshop.
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Figure 1a. California’s San Joaquin Valley bioregion in the context of the entire state; 1b. Detail of the San Joaquin

Valley.
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The workshops were designed to accomplish
the following goals:

1. Put a spotlight on land and water
conservation projects and
opportunities throughout the state;

2. Introduce the Legacy Project to
regional conservation stakeholders;

3. Elicit information about existing
regional conservation plans and
priorities; monitoring, management
and stewardship projects; and
available data sets and;

4. Gain a sense of the participant’s
priorities for conservation including the
criteria they might use for investing in
conservation of various resources, and
the strategies they believe are most
applicable to their region and interests.

GOALS, RESULTS, AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS

In support of these goals, results and follow-
up actions are summarized below:

1. Spotlight conservation: A diverse group of
people who work on and are affected by
conservation had the opportunity to hear each
other’s views and to interact. People from
different parts of the region had an
opportunity to share information and think
about the region and the State as a whole.

To follow-up, participants were added
themselves to the email list for Legacy’s on-
line newsletter, The Watering Hole
[http://legacy.ca.gov/subscribe.epl]. Also, the
Legacy Project staff distributed a participant
contact list and will distribute workshop results
to participants for review prior to publication.

2. Introduce the Legacy Project: Following a
presentation, participants had the opportunity
to ask substantial and challenging questions
about the Legacy Project. They appreciated
the interest expressed regarding their views
about State conservation investment
strategies. Resource Agency departments
were also able to highlight their valuable work
in the region at display booths and in
workshop sessions.
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3. Elicit information: Participants viewed
maps of statewide and regional datasets (e.g.
land cover types, publicly owned conservation
lands, etc.) for a broad view of resources.
Legacy staff received contacts for important
local datasets and access to data sharing.
Participants identified local monitoring,
restoration, and stewardship projects, and
conservation planning efforts. Legacy Project
staff gained a better sense of places in the
region that are high conservation priorities.
For follow up, regional maps presented at the
workshops and additional information
received will be evaluated for inclusion in the
web-based California Digital Conservation
Atlas [http://legacy.ca.gov/new_atlas.epl].
Sharing this information with state agencies
will enable them to consider existing local and
regional plans and recommended regional
priorities when determining statewide
priorities for investment.

4. Gain a sense of conservation criteria:
Participants generated a list of criteria (and
ranked them) for Terrestrial Biodiversity,
Aquatic Biodiversity, Working Landscapes,
Rural Recreation Lands, and Urban Open
Space. These criteria will help guide the
Legacy Project to develop data and analysis
tools for public use. The criteria will also be
compared with results from other regional
workshops and presented to agencies and
organizations that make conservation funding
decisions.

Gain insight on conservation investment tools:
In break-out groups, participants were asked
to identify conservation strategies appropriate
to their region. For follow-up, Legacy staff will
review differences in sub-regional and region-
to —region strategies and will attempt to
determine how these differences can be
taken into account in developing conservation
investment strategies at the state level. In
addition, Legacy will develop lists of both
broadly applicable and innovative strategies,
especially those that can further economic
development as well as conservation.



INFORMATION EXCHANGE

One of the key components of the workshop
is an “Information Exchange” gallery where
participants share their knowledge of the
area’s conservation efforts and their opinions
as to what areas should be considered
regional and statewide conservation priorities.
It is set up as an open house of interactive
stations focused on specific conservation-
related questions. Here are the results of the
five stations set up in the Exchange.

Data available and data needs: Participants
viewed Legacy’s existing regional and
statewide maps depicting natural resources
datasets, and land ownership and land use
boundaries. Nine datasets previously
unrecorded by the Legacy Project were
brought to our attention, such as Caltrans’
data on Environmental Sensitive Areas along
State routes. Two areas on our maps were
marked as being in need of correction. Data
available will help inform the regional and
local database survey and will be added to
California Environmental Resources
Evaluation System (CERES)
[http://ceres.ca.gov].

Existing and emerging conservation planning
efforts: Of the 33 conservation efforts
identified, more than a third addressed
multiple resource types. Approximately half
(48%) of the plans addressed Terrestrial
Biodiversity, with a number of these focused
on riparian habitat or watershed-wide
protection or restoration that would benefit
both terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity. Forty
two percent of the plans were identified as
dealing with some aspect of Aquatic
Biodiversity. Fewer plans (between 20 and
30%) dealt with Rural Recreation, Working
Lands, or Urban Open Space. The most
commonly cited targets for these plans were
rare or sensitive species, riparian
preservation, and river restoration. This input
will be complied into regional maps of existing

and emerging conservation plans and areas
of conservation interest. These maps will be
evaluated before possible inclusion in the
Legacy Project’s web-based Digital
Conservation Atlas.

Private land stewardship: Three stewardship
projects were identified, all of which
addressed conservation on either grazing and
or agricultural lands.

Regional conservation priorities: In general,
attendees highlighted locations centered on
the region’s rivers, with water quality, flood
control, and water storage mentioned as
important issues. Of the 76 locations
identified, the San Joaquin River received the
greatest attention. A total of five dots were
assigned to the San Joaquin River, and
several west-side Sierra rivers, including the
San Joaquin, were listed as priorities for a
sixth dot. Tulare Lake was also noted as an
important location for conservation. Many
dots span the foothills along the region’s
eastern boundary. Protection of rare and
endemic plants and oak woodlands, as well
as rapid growth and development, were noted
concerns in the foothills.

Statewide conservation priorities: The majority
of locations identified as statewide priorities
were within the San Joaquin Valley, indicating
that participants believe conservation
priorities in their region are as deserving of
attention and funding as other locations
throughout the state. Chosen locations were
distributed throughout the Valley, without a
concentrated focus on particular sites. On a
statewide basis, water quality issues,
protection of wetlands and riparian areas, and
rapid growth and development in the foothill
regions were repeatedly cited as important
concerns.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This Interim Report is a summary of the
California Legacy Project Spotlight on
Conservation workshop held in Fresno for
the San Joaquin Valley bioregion. This
workshop was the sixth in a series of nine
workshops to be held throughout the State
in 2002-2003. Participating counties
included Sacramento, Amador, Calaveras,
San Joaquin, Contra Costa, Alameda,
Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, Fresno, San
Benito, Kings, Tulare, Kern and San Luis
Obispo. The Interim Report is a record of
the workshop results and provides some
preliminary analysis.

T he California Legacy Project will assist

everyone who knows the land and is working
to save it. We're making an unprecedented
effort to reach out to those who care about
the future of California's natural resources.
1 invite you to get involved in this exciting
effort to work with us on the state-of-the-art
tools and conservation strategies that will
help protect and restore California’s natural
resources and working landscapes.”

-Mary D. Nichols
Secretary for Resources

In an effort to develop California’s first-ever
statewide resources conservation strategy,
the California Legacy Project is working with
Resources Agency state departments,
boards, commissions and conservancies,
CALEPA departments, the California
Department of Food and Agriculture, the
Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research, and federal and nonprofit
conservation partners. The Project seeks
the input of stakeholders affected by
conservation investment, as well as of
advocates for conservation investment. The
Legacy Project will create analytical tools
that can help state and federal agencies;
local and regional governments; and public,
non-profit, and private groups assess
resource values and risks, and conservation
opportunities for large landscape areas in
each of the state’s major bioregions. Such
evaluations guide decision-makers to more
effective and strategic allocations of funds.

The California Legacy Project includes a
wide range of perspectives and incorporates
agency and public participation at all levels
of its work. It builds on existing data and
conservation efforts, facilitating partnerships
in data improvement and conservation
actions. Working together with a host of
partners, the Project helps to ensure a
legacy of natural resources and working
landscapes for California’s future.

I1. SESSION RESULTS

OVERVIEW OF SPOTLIGHT ON CONSERVATION WORKSHOPS

Nearly seventy people attended the San
Joaquin Valley workshop. All workshop
invitees were recommended to Legacy staff
as being knowledgeable about and
interested in regional conservation and
natural resource issues. In extending
invitations, we attempted to be thorough
and to include a broad spectrum of
viewpoints and expertise. However, we
recognize that our participant groups still
represented a relatively small, self-selected,

focus group. Thus, we recognize that the
recorded responses from this workshop are
not representative of the state or region, or
of natural resources professionals as a
whole.

The workshops are designed for one-and-a-
half days and have two distinct, but equally
important, components: (1) a series of
facilitated discussions in large and small
groups, and (2) an “Information Exchange,”
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set up in an open house format, where
participants view and react to an extensive
gallery of maps and data and provide
Legacy with information on conservation-
related questions.

Day One begins with a welcome, a
presentation about the Legacy Project, and
a presentation about other current planning
efforts in the region. This is intended to set
the context for follow-up conversations.
Participants then discuss regional
conservation issues in a facilitated, large
group session. Day One ends with a two-
hour opportunity to engage in the
“Information Exchange” and provide
detailed input.

Day Two begins with small break-out
groups discussing the type of criteria they
would use in deciding how to invest in
conservation of five resource types

(Terrestrial Biodiversity, Aquatic
Biodiversity, Working Lands, Rural
Recreation, and Urban Open Space). Once
the small groups identify criteria, the large
group then ranks each one from the most
important to least important. In the
afternoon, following a brief presentation on
Legacy’s California Digital Conservation
Atlas, participants convene in small groups
for discussions of strategies that are
applicable to resource conservation in their
region. Participants then return to large
group for reports back on the results of the
small group sessions and a summary
presentation highlighting results of the
workshop. Finally, the workshops end with
a closing address by an official from the
Resource Agency. For a detailed Workshop
Agenda see Appendix A.

WORKSHOP OPENING

To open the workshop, participants were
welcomed by the Honorable Juan
Arambula, Chair, Fresno County Board of
Supervisors. Arambula described his own
childhood experiences as a migrant farm
worker and articulated his belief that
fostering citizens’ concern for the land will
be essential in preserving the Valley’s
agricultural value. He also noted that
principles of smart growth will become
increasingly important as the Valley’s
population grows.

Following Arambula’s welcome, Norman
Crow, Watershed Coordinator, West and
East Stanislaus Resource Conservation
Districts, spoke about the rich history of
farming in the San Joaquin Valley. He
highlighted issues of importance for the
Valley, including irrigation, soil erosion, and
water and air quality. Finally, he described

the challenge currently facing farmers in the

Valley which is to keep agriculture
productive and profitable while finding
practices that will protect the land and
resources for future farmers.

Next, Tim Ramirez, Assistant Secretary,
California Resources Agency, described the
relationships between CALFED, The
Legacy Project and other State and Federal
programs pertaining to natural resources in
California. The Legacy Project, Ramirez
explained, has a larger scope than
CALFED, both geographically and in terms
of the resources addressed. The Legacy
Project’s broad definition of conservation
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includes not only terrestrial and aquatic
biodiversity, but also urban open space,
recreation, and working landscapes.
CALFED deals with water resources,
focusing on water projects and rivers.
CALFED was formed in 1994 as a State
and Federal agreement to resolve some of
the outstanding issues resulting from the
complicated “plumbing” and multiple sets of
legislation and agreements affecting water
in California (such as the State Water

Project, Clean Water Act, and Endangered
Species Act). CALFED is now administered
by a new state agency, the California Bay
Delta Authority. Ramirez noted that
CALFED is laid out regionally, with the San
Joaquin Valley designated as one region of
focus. One regional CALFED project is the
San Joaquin River Management Study,
which is an information clearinghouse.

REGIONAL CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES

As part of the first day of the workshop,
participants were asked to identify the
region’s existing and emerging conservation
plans. A significant number of conservation
planning efforts centered on river restoration
and planning for habitat preservation.

While these planning efforts were designed to
meet some of the San Joaquin Valley’s most
pressing issues, participants also detailed a
host of regional challenges including:
population growth and development patterns;
the difficulty of diverse citizen interests
working together; and water supply issues.

Regional strengths and opportunities to meet
these challenges were also presented,
including: the tremendous value of regional
agriculture; the potential to improve air and
water quality through restoration,
stewardship, legislation, and improved
technology; and the use of planning to direct
development and growth.

The lists of the plans, challenges, and
opportunities identified by San Joaquin
workshop participants follow. These are not
in order of priority, nor are they intended to be
exhaustive lists of plans, possible
opportunities, and constraints; rather these
lists document the projects and ideas that
were foremost in participants’ minds at the
start of the workshop.

EMERGING PLANS

1.

2.

Many watershed plans throughout the
region

Natural Resources Defense Council San
Joaquin River Restoration Plan

Kern County Valley Habitat Conservation
Plan (“Valley Floor”)

Integrated, on-farm drainage management
plan

San Joaquin Habitat Conservation Plan
Yosemite Corridor Plan

Upper San Joaquin River storage
investigation

San Joaquin River Parkway

“Places” computer modeling tool to plan
for infill and re-development

10. State Transportation Plan

11. San Joaquin Valley Comprehensive Plan
12. Air quality plans

13. Lower San Joaquin River Management

Plan

14. Department of Fish and Game Statewide

15.

Fisheries Management Plan
Visalia Waterways and Trails Master Plan

16. City and County general plans’ updates

and amendments
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CHALLENGES, RISKS, AND THREATS

1. Inadequate education of citizens
Not enough thinking out of the box on
economic development

3. There needs to be greater willingness to
change and improve how we think & solve
problems in the San Joaquin Valley

4. Difficult to include full diversity of people in
planning/ decisions

5. Apathy, disinterest, and unwillingness of
diverse interests to work together

6. Barriers of language and cultural norms

7. Pattern of population growth

8. Demand for low density housing types

9. Growth and agricultural production are on
a collision course

10. Risk of loss of food supply, which is an
issue of national security

11. Loss of quality of life

12. Inter-jurisdictional conflicts over money
and control

13. Conflicts between city/ county planning

14. Changing politics

15. Difficulty of coordinating policies at the
local level

16. Risk of conflicting, overlapping plans

17. Real estate market is tight

18. Threats to the Williamson Act

19. Threats to the water supply

20. Keeping economy running smoothly

21. High birth rate (teenage mothers)

22. Operations and management for existing
farmland

23. Urban and agricultural storm water
contamination

24. Dry/drought conditions

OPPORTUNITIES

Local agriculture is valuable to entire
country

Lots of agricultural and natural land in
good shape

3. Agriculture stewardship programs

o s

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23.
24.

25.

26.
27.

Promote organic farms

Money for agriculture conservation
easements

Wildlife and agriculture easements
Land retirement

Restoration of rivers and streams
Development of data for agriculture and
urban water

. Obtain more groundwater

. Water storage

. New air quality protection laws

. Environmental engineering for clean

water/ air

. Linkages between natural lands
. Flood protection with more dams; protect

water supply & quality

Cooperation and collaboration with
multiple agencies for funding

Better transportation; high speed rail
Eco-Tourism

Recreation

Do planning for development, don’t end
up with extensive sprawl like L.A.

Cities on major rivers can absorb
development

Shape the Valley’s future by learning
lessons from other areas

Make better life for people in region
Multiple planning activities at multiple
scales

Working collaboratively can avoid
Endangered Species Act “train wrecks”
Education for environmental awareness
Increase citizen activism
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FIRST SMALL GROUP SESSION: IDENTIFYING AND WEIGHTING REGIONAL CONSERVATION

CRITERIA

On the morning of the second day, small
breakout groups were formed and charged
with the following task:

“Identify characteristics or elements
(called criteria) of a resource that
makes it desirable or valuable to
conserve”

Alternatively, participants could
identify characteristics or elements
that one might use to avoid investing
in conservation (such as areas of
high urban value).

Each group identified conservation criteria
for one of five resource categories:
Terrestrial Biodiversity, Aquatic Biodiversity,
Working Landscapes, Urban Open Space,
and Rural Recreation. Once the small
group identified criteria, the large group
ranked all of the criteria from highest to
lowest priority. For a detailed explanation of
the ranking process, please see Appendix
B.

The charts that follow display the complete
list of criteria selected by the small break-
out groups for each resource topic, and their
relative level of priority as determined by the
full group.

The charts are set up as follows: The first
column lists the criteria in order of relative
importance (from highest to lowest) as
ranked by all workshop participants. The
second column shows a percent rank for
each criterion as compared to the highest-
scoring criterion. The third column shows
the general level of importance the entire
group placed on the each criterion. The
fourth column shows the average score
received by each criterion, with lower values
representing higher value rankings. The
last column consists of graphs depicting the
frequency and distribution of scores.
Although the graphs are small, ranking
patterns can be seen, and it is possible to

observe where there was general
agreement or disagreement in ranking the
criteria.

It is important to note that the goal of this
exercise was to observe where there was
agreement or disagreement about important
criteria. The scores are not the result of a
consensus process; rather, they reflect the
range of opinions of the participants at the
workshop. Additionally, while high scores
indicate general agreement that a criterion
is important, medium or low scores do not
mean that a criterion is unimportant; lower
scores simply indicate a lower relative
placement in the rankings by this participant
group.

These criteria will not be used as final
recommendations for conservation
investment purposes. Rather, in reviewing
the Criteria session results, the Legacy
Project hopes to observe general patterns,
unique discussion outcomes, and
commonalities between and among regions.
The criteria that are widely agreed upon by
participants will guide the Legacy Project in
developing data, maps, and analysis tools
for public use. This information will also be
combined with results from other regional
workshops and provided to conservation
decision makers for their consideration.

PROCEEDINGS OF SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY SPOTLIGHT ON CONSERVATION WORKSHOP 11



DETAILED BREAKDOWN OF CRITERIA WEIGHTING
TERRESTRIAL BIODIVERSITY

The criteria that received high priority ratings were 1. “High biological and ecological function,”

2. “Opportunity and likelihood of success,” 3. “High level of threat,” 4. “Priority corridors/
linkages.” Of these, there was a high level of agreement that the two highest-ranking criteria
were important. There was also very strong agreement that the lowest ranking criteria
(“Availability and accessibility to Native American cultural materials”) was the least important
criteria among these to consider in investing for Terrestrial Biodiversity conservation, and there
was fairly strong agreement that the next two lowest ranking criteria (“High numbers or mix of
habitats” and “Opportunity for demonstrating land management techniques”) were also relatively

low priority considerations.

Table 1a. Criteria for Terrestrial Biodiversity Conservation

Objective: Terrestrial Biodiversity

SOUTH COAST SPOTLIGHT ON CONSERVATION WORKSHOP

Criteria % of Relative Mean |Frequency of
max. Importance scores
High biological and ecological function (one example: critical breeding B
sites for sensitive species) -
100% HIGH 3.58 ||
L olall
1357 9M
Opportunity & likelihood of success, including: ecological feasibility; B
willing landowner/ participant/ seller; biggest bang for the buck (quality, e
acreage); money is available (consider allocation or expenditure o ¢
constraints); community support; potential for agricultural conversion; 96% HIGH 4.24 . o |] [| |]|]
unique opportunity for taking action o s 1 ‘;‘"‘1"1‘"
High level of threat: potential for urban development; potential for B
natural land conversion to agriculture -
94% HIGH | 4.58 | H H
U000, o o
135 7 911
Priority corridors/ linkages between protected areas; connected areas B
with low fragmentation &
92% HIGH | 5.00 |.
‘a0l 000,
1357 911
High numbers and richness of species of concern (e.g., threatened & B
endangered species) B
89% MED 5.36 | ”H ”
Nilil ‘n‘ﬂ‘ﬂ‘ ‘[l‘n‘n‘u‘u
1357 911
Lands with high restoration potential, including: rare species/habitats; B
habitats requiring fire; floodplains; low presence of exotic species; B
natural hydrology 89% MED 544 |'| I]I]
ol I] | ‘n‘l]‘l]‘n‘n‘
135 7 911
Lands that provide opportunities to achieve multiple objectives while still ®
emphasizing natural resources conservation: high quality rangelands e
and watersheds; current habitat coexisting with agriculture; restorable 84 MED 6.20 ’
retired lands that are poor for agriculture; natural floodplains 0 ’ ! |]|]|]|] I]I]ﬂl]l]ﬂ
OHHDHHH‘D
1357 911
Habitats that are under-represented in protected areas (one example: &
oak woodlands in Sierra foothills and Diablo Range) &
79% MED 711

atlalodlns

1357 91
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Objective: Terrestrial Biodiversity Cont’d

Criteria % of Relative Mean |Frequency of
max. Importance scores
score High<—> Low

Expand existing protected areas; expand coverage of ecological

variation in landscape (one example: incorporate elevation gradients) B

73% LOW 8.11 ||
1357 91
High numbers or mix of habitats B
68% LOW 9.00 ||. I] I]
J_nlanp I] il
1357 911
Opportunity for demonstrating land management techniques
67% LOW 9.11 ||, I]
Lnalall nﬂ ‘
1357 91

Current or restorable availability and accessibility to Native American B

cultural materials (plants and sites) &

60% LOW 10.27 ||. I]ﬂ

1357 91

PROCEEDINGS OF SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY SPOTLIGHT ON CONSERVATION WORKSHOP
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AQUATIC BIODIVERSITY

The criteria 1. “Maintenance of linkages and migratory functions,” 2. “Native species and habitat
diversity,” and 3. “Quantity and quality of water resource” all received high priority designations.
Of these, there was an especially high level of agreement about the importance of the top two.
criteria. One theme common to these two highest-ranking criteria is consideration of a site’s
ecological context in the larger landscape, either considering linkage values or considering
habitat diversity. Among the low-ranking criteria, there was especially strong agreement that
“Existing infrastructure & economic context and prioritization” and “Historical condition” were of
relatively low priority. The low scores given to “Existing infrastructure and economic context”
could indicate that participants believe that it is more important to consider ecological and
biological criteria than case-by-case feasibility issues.
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Table 1b. Criteria for Aquatic Biodiversity Conservation

Conservation Objective: Aquatic Biodiversity

Criteria % of Relative Mean |Frequency of
max. Importance scores
score High<—> Low

Maintenance of linkages (migratory corridors; fish passage; B

degree of fragmentation N

100% HIGH 3.79 || ﬂ]]_[m_r
0“‘EI“““EI‘I]
13 57 91
Species & habitat diversity (including predominance of native B
species; including flora and fauna) N
99% HIGH | 4.00 |. H
M eaall
1.3 5 7 91
Quality & quantity of water resource (water temperature; B
hydrology within watershed) N
98% HIGH 4.14 ||. I]I]
\ |] ‘ ‘n‘[l‘ﬂ‘l]‘u‘u‘
13 5 7 91
Ability of system to maintain itself B
91% MED | 5.21 | H H
LAl pla0pag
13 5 7 91
Restoration potential & feasibility B
89% MED | 5.63 |. H l
‘nnnllpllllp .0
135 7 91

Geomorphology & hydrology characteristics & integrity (substrate B

type; slope & gradient; channel characteristics; connectivity N

between floodplain & channel 87% MED 5.88 I]I]

LallllN0000.
135 7 91
Presence of listed species B
85% MED | 6.26 jﬂﬂ—ﬂﬂﬂﬂ
Jolllin 0 I
13 57 91
Areas of multiple benefits (recreation; economic) B
81% MED | 6.84 ;ﬂ;ﬂjﬂﬂjﬂﬂiﬂ]
71 3 57 91

Existing infrastructure & economic context & overlaps of B

agency prioritization (“plumbing” infrastructure; regional water N

use policies & land use plans) 75% LOW 7.84 I]H

\ [l‘n‘ﬂ‘n‘l]‘ﬂ‘n‘ﬂ ,,,,

3 7 9 11
Collaboration opportunities B

75% Low | 7.88 |. ” ”

o ‘n‘l]‘|]‘|]‘ nfll

1357 91
Historical conditions B
71% LOW | 853 |

135 7 91
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WORKING LANDSCAPES

For the San Joaquin Valley, working landscapes are comprised primarily of agricultural lands.
Grazing lands also make up a significant portion of the region’s working lands, while forestry
accounts for a very limited area.

The criteria designated as high priority were: 1. “Productive agricultural lands with sufficient
water,” 2. “Supports agricultural economic viability (supports local economy; provides jobs),” 3.
“Conserve areas under greatest threat of conversion,” 4. “Farmland with additional resource
values,” 5. “High value grazing land,” 6. “Sufficient contiguous acres of viable agricultural land
(part of a plan),” and 7. “Focus on lands with minimal environmental impact or where
environmental impact can be reduced.” Of these, there was strong agreement that the top-four
ranking criteria were important, suggesting that sustaining the viability of agriculture and
conserving farmland based on its economic value to farmers was of prime value.

Among the low ranking criteria, there was very strong agreement that considerations of “cost”
are relatively unimportant in planning for working lands conservation. There was also a fairly
high level of agreement that “Mechanism for monitoring and management” was a relatively low
priority. The agreement about these two lowest ranking criteria is interesting because these
criteria are more of a means to evaluate the feasibility of a project once a set of priority areas
are already identified, rather than characteristics that could be used to identify high priority
areas for conservation from the beginning of the planning process.
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Table 1c. Criteria for Workina Landscapes Conservation

Objective: Working Landscapes - Farmlands/ Grazing

Criteria % of Relative Mean |Frequency of
Max. Importance scores
High <—> Low
Productive agricultural lands with sufficient water
100% | HIGH | 532 |. ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ
CUDHRAN | 000 on
1 4 7 10 13
Supports agricultural economic viability (supports local economy; R
provides jobs) .
100% HIGH 5.37
1 4 7 10 13
Conserve areas under greatest threat of conversion R
97% HIGH 5.73 I]I] I] I]
o {IL] ‘I]‘ ‘I]‘I]‘ ‘I]‘I]‘I]‘ ‘I]‘ ‘I]‘I]
1 4 7 10 13
Farmland with additional resource values (scenic, recreation, R
ecological function) .
96% HIGH 595 |. I] ﬂ
ninilags annan
14 7 10 13
High value grazing land N
88% HIGH 7.29 ” |]
LUlnlann_Toasda
1 4 7 10 13
Sufficient contiguous acres of viable agricultural land (part of a R
plan) .
88% HIGH 7.34 f
T
1 4 7 10 13
Focus on lands with minimal environmental impact or where
environmental impact can be reduced
87% HIGH 7.44 il
00 To0nnllinl,s
1 4 7 10 13
Farms that already provide environmental and social equity N
benefits \
83% MED 8.12 || I]
nllonall ‘I]‘n‘ﬂ‘I]‘I]‘I]‘n‘n
1 4 7 10 13
Opportunities for successful partnerships (e.g. with local R
government; willing participants; not interfering with profitability) .
80% MED 8.54 | 1
alln_aJllINAN. o
1 4 7 10 13
Focus on areas that minimize human and agricultural conflict R
78% MED 8.95

Z Hu,,nl]unn[lﬂ.,ﬂn

1 4 7 10 13
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Objective: Working Landscapes - Farmlands/ Grazing Cont’d

Criteria % of Relative Mean |Frequency of
Max. Importance scores
High<—> Low
Farms that already provide environmental and social equity R
benefits .
83% MED 8.12 ||
. ‘I]‘n‘ﬂ‘ﬂ‘[l‘ ‘I]‘nﬂ‘[l‘lll]‘n‘n
1 4 7 10 13
Opportunities for successful partnerships (e.g., with local R
government; willing participants; not interfering with .
profitability) 80% MED 854 || ﬂ
Dol o I] ‘I]‘[l‘[l‘n‘ I
1 4 7 10 13
Focus on areas that minimize human and agricultural conflict R
78% MED 8.95 ﬂ |]
o Lallonnllln
1 4 7 10 13
Opportunities where willing landowners can receive immediate
benefits and not interfere with profit making and have positive .
partnership (contributing valuable agricultural commodities) 77% MED 9.07 |.
71 4 7 10 13
Opportunities to improve urban quality of life (e.g., urban .
growth limits; encouraging infill) ,
76% MED 917 |. ﬂ
ol alalalanlal
1 4 7 10 13
Avoid areas where locals have planned for growth R
71% LOW 1012 ||} I
hollaloaclnl |
1 4 7 10 13
Ability to have viable mechanism for management and monitoring R
(one example: endowment) \
69% LOW 10.32 ||. I] I]
L sanallllRAL,
14 7 10 13
Cost as a way of setting priorities R
64% LOW | 11.27|. ﬂﬂﬂ
on_on 000001 I]
1 4 7 10 13
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URBAN OPEN SPACE

Prior to generating criteria for investment in Urban Open Space, participants in this group
discussed the functions of Urban Open Space. They agreed upon the following definition of
Urban Open Space:

A wide range of sites with natural elements that provide aesthetic, emotional, social,
educational & recreational benefits to residents and visitors within & adjacent to
developed urban areas.

They identified the following unmet funding needs for Urban Open Space:

- Seed money for grant, writing, design, environmental work, operation & maintenance
subsidies

- Environmental education

- Public transit to open space

- Employ neighborhood residents in urban parks as part of welfare reform

- Operation and management funding

- Focus in areas outside of CALFED

The criteria designated as high priority were: 1. “Supports ecological functions,” and 2.
“Preserves open space and buffer zones along rivers.” There was strong agreement
that both of these high-ranking criteria were important. It is noteworthy that even when
considering Urban Open Space, the highest-ranking criteria was an ecological one,
rather than a criteria about availability of open space or recreation for people. This
result indicates that participants believed that Urban Open Space can and should
contribute multiple benefits both to people and to ecological integrity in order to merit
conservation investment. There was low agreement about the importance of the
medium ranking criteria, with participants’ assigning scores that ranged across the
board from high to low. There wasn’t particularly strong agreement about either of the
low-ranking criteria. Although a large number of participants ranked “Addresses
environmental justice issues” lowest, there were also a fair contingent of participants
that ranked this criteria near the middle of the scale.
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Table 1d. Criteria for Urban Open Space Conservation

Objective: Urban Open Space

Criteria % of Relative Mean |Frequency of
max. Importance scores
score High <—> Low

Supports ecological functions (habitat corridors & connectivity; .

groundwater recharge; riparian habitat buffers; flood control; 2

native species propagation) 100% HIGH 6.62 |_| |_|

Jlnllnpp00

1.3 5 7 9
Preserves open space & buffer zones along rivers R

98% HIGH 713 fl] |]|][|

AUHANN 00

1 3 5 7 9
Supports a range of recreation opportunities (multi-use with B
school facilities; sports; dog parks) 2
91% MED 9.56 ||

Znﬂ””ﬂnnﬂﬂ

1. 3 5 7 9
Linear open space (trails; biking; integrated into local R
transportation plan) 2
90% MED 9.79 ||

‘w00l ln0p

13 5 7 9

Integration with planning (invest in: areas where design and s

California Environmental Quality Act has been initiated and =

'completed; locations that fulfill Quimby Act; park space 90% MED 984 | H

iconsistent with general plan policies) I]‘n‘l]ﬂ‘l]‘,,‘l]ﬂ‘l]

1.3 5 7 9
Public accessibility (within walking or biking distance; close to .
public transit; affordable entry fees [if any]; not private amenities) 2
89% MED 9.98 ||. I] I]
| M0anl1s
1.3 5 7 9

Capacity for operation and maintenance and partnership R

(cooperative ventures between local gov'ts and non-profit groups; 2

public stewardship programs in place) 89% MED 1021 |I° [l

1s 5 7 9

Environmental education opportunities (integrates existing R

educational programs; enables stewardship as education) 2

83% LOW 11.82 ||, I]
| lonoflin
1 3 7 9

Addresses environmental justice issues (buffer or convert .

problem & blighted areas; employs communities & youth; 2 1

opportunities for neighborhood investment & involvement) 83% LOW 11.96 |’ [l [|

dannllllng
1.3 5 7 9
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RURAL RECREATION

The criteria designated as high priority were: 1. “Compatible with existing and surrounding land
uses,” 2. “Meets regional community needs,” 3. “Long term sustainability,” 4. “Recreational uses
are appropriate to physical characteristics of landscape,” 5. “Helps meet other economic, public
safety, & resource objectives,” and 6. “Provides broad-spectrum of exceptional recreation
opportunities.” Of these, there was a relatively high level of the agreement about the
importance of the top-four ranking criteria. One theme among the top three of these high
ranking criteria is consideration of how the site fits into local land use and planning, either in
terms of being compatible with surrounding land use, of meeting community needs, or of long-
term sustainability and ability to be maintained as a recreation facility. There was fairly strong
agreement that the three low ranking criteria were relatively unimportant.
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Table 1e. Criteria for Rural Recreation Conservation

Objective: Rural Recreation

22

Criteria % of Relative Mean |Frequency of
max. Importance scores
score High<—> Low

Compatible with existing and surrounding land uses (doesn't B

conflict with environmentally and economically important uses) ’

100% HIGH 4.03 |- 1
1‘ ‘3‘ ‘5‘ ‘7‘ ‘9‘ ‘11
Meets regional community needs :
98% HIGH | 4.38 || Hhﬂ%ﬂﬂ?
1‘ ‘3‘ ‘5‘ ‘7‘ ‘9‘ ‘11
Long term sustainability
97% HIGH | 4.45 H [ .
‘I]‘,,‘[I‘,,‘ ‘ﬂ‘ ‘EI‘EI‘EI
1357 91

Recreational uses are appropriate to physical characteristics of :

landscape ’

95% HIGH 4.78 || H ””
iUl lan
1 3 57 911

Helps meet other economic, public safety, & resource objectives

(l.e., parkways that help keep development out of floodways, or

helps bring in tourism) 93% HIGH 5.18 :”:'H

‘Mlinlnlinlinan
1.3 65 7 9 11
Provides broad-spectrum of exceptional recreation opportunities
(l.e., scenic vistas, water bodies, historic cultural sites)
93% HIGH 5.20 I] I]I]
Lelnfilia00n
13 57 91
Overall size is large enough or contiguous to other recreation
areas
85% MED 6.38 H H
ﬂn‘l]‘ﬂ‘[l‘,,‘l]‘l] la
1 3 57 911
Is accessible B
85% MED | 643 || oo ol
1357 9 M

Proximity to fastest growing areas (anticipate future recreation

demands; acquire land at good value prior to growth)

74% Low | 8.20 ”HH[
o Doflnfilil
1.3 57 9 11
Addresses threats to recreational opportunities :
74% LOW 8.20 || ”HH
Je_nnnnllN]
1.3 5 7 9 11
Meets specialty needs that are not compatible with other uses;
fills a niche for a certain type of recreation
70% LOW 8.80
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SECOND SMALL GROUP SESSION: REGIONAL CONSERVATION STRATEGIES

The task of the second small group session
was to identify conservation strategies with
mutual benefit to local economies and
conservation. For this discussion, participants
were divided into five small groups and were
asked to think region-wide.

In some groups, participants first discussed
regional conservation priorities and then
discussed potential strategies for achieving
those goals. Priorities were defined as areas
or resources that are in need of conservation
investment. The purpose of identifying
priorities was not to generate a complete list
representing the group’s highest regional
priorities; rather, the priorities were used to
help focus the group’s discussion of
strategies. Strategies are approaches to
conserving natural resources that combine
multiple tools and techniques and best utilize
scarce funds and resources.

Four out of five groups independently
recognized the following strategies:

Involving the public in thinking about
conservation — Three groups noted a
need for better education about
conservation issues, such as water
conservation. Two groups mentioned the
importance of informing and engaging the
public in local conservation planning, such
as updating general plans.

Easements — Participants discussed
easements as a tool to protect both open
space and working lands. Preservation of
local ownership and management was
seen as a benefit of easements.
Participants noted that preserving open
space with easements can direct growth,
thus preserving large, viable blocks of
agricultural land. The importance of
creating easements that are compatible
with local land use plans was also
emphasized.

Efficient use of water resources —
Participants discussed both technological
measures and incentives to encourage
water conservation. Specific strategies
mentioned included more efficient
irrigation, planting low water-use crops,
better water storage, metering water use,
and better planning to address
groundwater use.

Maintaining the viability and
profitability of agriculture — Suggested
strategies to achieve this goal included
developing better ways to deal with farm
drainage water, marketing for locally
grown products, developing sustainable,
clean, or organic agricultural practices,
and ensuring that prime farmland is
preserved for agriculture.

Two out of the five groups recognized the
following:

Mitigation Banking — Both groups
discussed habitat mitigation banking for
development impacts, and one of these
groups also suggested using mitigation
banks for agricultural land taken out of
production.

One group recognized the following:

Developing a restoration industry - A
unique strategy mentioned by one group
is to promote jobs in restoration and
stewardship and to create new
sustainable industries (such as nurseries
for native plants and seeds). Participants
noted that local farmers have many of the
necessary skills for restoration work.

Detailed results of the sub-regional groups
follow:
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1. GROUP ONE: STRATEGIES

What Has Worked?

1.
2.

Nook

State and conservation land trusts

San Joaquin River Conservancy is a good model

- Stakeholders were involved

- ldentified and created opportunities

- Addressed concerns and fears

- Built cooperation

- Keep land use authority with locals

Land Acquisition

- Acquisitions for multiple-use

- There are social and community benefits

Regional approaches respecting